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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER. FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1. 1 14. Applicant's submission filed on July 26, 2005, has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1, 1 1-12 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C; 102(b) as being anticipated by Sony 
(JP 11-66766 A). 

Regarding the limitation "for supporting a head slider over a disk surface in a rigid disk 
drive": A recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural 
difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the 
claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the 
intended use, then it meets the claim. 

As recited in claim 1, Sony shows a head suspension (see Fig. 9), the head suspension 
including a load beam having a mounting region (81b, rightward in Fig. 9), a rigid region (81c, 
leftward in Fig. 9) and a spring region (see 81a) located between the mounting region and rigid 
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region the head suspension con:q)rising a shock Hmiter 3 1 formed solely of the material of the 
spring region of the load beam (see Fig. 8) and without additional mass added to the shock 
limiter, the shock limiter limiting movement of the head suspension away from the disk surface 
due to impact loading. 

As recited in claim 11, Sony shows a load beam 81 comprising a single piece of material 
(see Fig. 8) including: a mounting region 8 lb; a rigid region 81c; a spring region 81a located 
between the mounting and rigid regions; and a shock limiter 3 1 formed solely of the material of 
the spring region and without additional mass added to the shock limiter and wherein the shock 
limiter is adapted to contact a portion 81c of the head suspension upon movement of the head 
suspension relative to the disk surface due to impact loading. 

As recited in claim 12, Sony shows that the shock Umiter 31 limits movement of the rigid 
region 81c of the load beam away from the disk surface due to impact loading. 

As recited in claim 22, Sony shows a head suspension (see Fig. 9) including a load beam 
(see Fig. 8) having a mounting region 81b, a rigid region 81c and a spring region 81a located 
between the mounting region and rigid region, the head suspension conq)rising a shock limiter 
3 1 formed solely of the same piece of material as the spring region of the load beam (see Fig. 8) 
and without additional mass added to the shock Hmiter, the shock limiter 3 1 including at least 
one bend (see 33) creating an overlap with a portion 81c of the head suspension to limit 
movement of the head suspension away from the surface of the disk. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/698,33 1 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2653 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art arc 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. AppKcant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C, 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6, Claims 1-3, 8-13 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Herding (US Pat. No. 5936803). 

Regarding the limitation "for supporting a head shder over a disk surface in a rigid disk 
drive": A recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural 
difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the 
claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the 
intended use, then it meets the clainL 

As recited in claim 1, Berding shows a head suspension (see Figs. 3-4) including a load 
beam 120 having a mounting region (right region in Fig. 4), a rigid region (left region in Fig. 4) 
and a spring region 122 located between the mounting region and the rigid region, the head 
suspension comprising a shock limiter (including 166) formed solely of the material ("stainless 
steel", see col. 6, line 52-col. 7, line 3) of the spring region of the load beam, the shock limiter 
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limiting movement of the head suspension away from the disk surface (see col. 6, hues 63-67) 
due to impact loading. 

As recited in claim 1, Berding is silent regarding the shock limiter being without 
additional mass added to the shock limiter; however, there is no invention in forming two known 
rigidly attached pieces as a single piece, absent evidence of unexpected results in combination 
with evidence that the integration or unification requires greater than ordinary skill in the art. In 
reFridolph. 135 USPO 319, 322 (CCPA 1962V 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to unify the two rigidly attached steel pieces of Berding instead of adding mass by 
separately forming the pieces and attaching them. The rationale is as follows: one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to simplify assembly by avoiding a welding step as is 
notoriously well known in the art. 

As recited in independent claim 1 1, in addition to the above teachings, Berding shows the 
load beam 120 comprising a single piece of material ("thin sheet of stainless steel", see col. 7, 
lines 1-3). 

As recited in claim 3 and independent claim 11, Berding shows that the shock limiter 
overlaps a portion of the head suspension and the shock limiter contacts the overlapped portion 
1 10 of the head suspension upon movement of the head suspension away from the disk surface 
due to impact loading. 

As recited in claims 8, 10 and independent claim 22, in addition to the above teachings, 
Berding shows the shock limiter including at least one bend creating an overlap (see 166 in Fig. 
4) with a portion 1 10 of the head suspension. 
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As recited in claims 2 and 13, Berding shows that the spring region of the load beam 
includes an opening 1 16, and wherein the shock limiter conq)rises a cantilevered portion 165 
formed within the opening. 

As recited in claim 9, Berding shows that the head suspension includes a base place 1 10 
attached to the load beam at the mounting region, and the overlapped portion of the head 
suspension comprises a portion of the base plate such that the base plate is contacted directly by 
the shock limiter ("balancing member 160 may optionally include tabs or "Kmiters" 166 that 
contact the base plate 1 10 and mechanically limit the movement of the load beam 120 in a 
direction away from the disk 12", see col 6, Hues 63-67 (enphasis added)) when the shock 
limiter is limiting movement of the head suspension away from the disk surface due to impact 
loading. 

As recited in claim 12, Berding shows that the shock limiter Umits movement of the rigid 
region of the lead beam away from the disk surface ("mechanically Hmit the movement of the 
load beam 120 in a direction away from the disk 12", see col. 6, lines 63-67) due to impact 
loading. 

Response to Arguments 
7. Applicant's arguments filed July 26, 2005, have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding Applicant's argument that "AppHcants' shock limiter as presently claimed is 
formed solely of the material of the spring region, with no added mass": The Examiner has 
considered this argument thoroughly and asserts that there is no non-obvious difference created 
by unifying two existing parts (the stainless steel shock limiter and the stainless steel mass) when 
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no unexpected results are thereby obtained, or when the unification would have been within the 
level of ordinary skill in the art at the time Applicant's disclosure was made. 

Furthermore, the independent claims are anticipated by Sony as described above. 

Regarding Applicant's assertion that "the shock limiter directly contacts the base plate . . . 
in further contrast to the shock limiter of Berding which contacts the load beam layer, and does 
not contact the base plate directly": It is noted by the Examiner that Berding explicitly teaches 
that "balancing member 160 may optionally include tabs or "limiters" 166 that contact the base 
plate 1 10 and mechanically limit the movement of the load beam 120 in a direction away from 
the disk 12", see col. 6, lines 63-67 (emphasis added). Berding is silent regarding whether said 
contact is indirect; thus, the teaching "contact" means direct contact. 

Conclusion 

8. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published appUcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JuHe Anne Watko whose telephone number is (571) 272-7597. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon, Tue, Thu & Fri until 4:45PM, Wed until 
3:30PM. 
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